Introduction
Socio-economic changes brought about by recent developments in Eastern and Central Europe brought `new` topics or political and expert discussions like regional policy and regional development. Contents of such discussions, in addition to the decreasing of regional disparities, are also various approaches to the position and roles of various actors of this policy. A specific role is played by innovation policy, which became not only a `fashion trend` among developing concepts, but also internationally accepted policy that is implemented at various levels.
This article is aimed particularly at the innovation policies of the Slovak self-government regions and their performances. We would like to show that activities of the regional selfgovernments are not so important in terms of performance of the regional innovation policies. We provide a comparative analysis and use a few methods in order to develop our arguments. The article was completed in the first half of 2013. For the research purposes, we mainly utilized evaluation of relevant secondary data, and content analysis of relevant legal documents. However, part of the analysed data was reached through the interviews.
Differences in understanding and implementation of innovation policies on regional level in Slovakia
Since 1989, Slovakia has undergone many important changes. The first group of changes was purely political in nature, the second group was devoted to economic issues and the third one is concerned mainly with public administration and its reorganization (Nižňanský, 2002:9-10) . In connection with the development of regional policy it is important to note the changes in all three groups, because the political, economic, as well as administrative changes introduced in terms of Slovakia had and still have a significant impact on regional development policies and their quantitative and qualitative characteristics (Klimovský, 2008: 56) .
Establishment of regional selfgovernment in Slovakia and beginnings of its functioning
In November 2000, the European Commission in its evaluation report criticized the Slovak Government for slow pace in adopting the legislation needed in implementation processes of public administration reform (Kling and Nižňanský, 2002) . In this climate, the government acceded toto the establishment of regional selfgoverning units and, as stated by Nižňanský (2005) , in April 2001 approved bill proposals that anticipated establishing twelve regional selfgoverning units and twelve units of parallel state administration. Aside from the above mentioned, these proposals were on the upcoming parliamentary sessions repeatedly amended and on 4 July 2001 the Parliament passed crucial laws. The approved laws established an 8+8 model on the regional leveli. e. eight regional self-governing units and eight units of state administration (counties).
Regarding the transfer of powers, competences in the field of roads and railways maintaining, road transport, civil protection, social assistance, urban planning, education, theater activities, edifi-cation activities, libraries, health care, human pharmaceuticals, tourism and regional development were transferred to self-government regions. In the field of regional development the bodies of self-government regions:
• realize strategies of regional development;
• coordinate tasks related to ensuring economic and social development of the area;
• coordinate fulfillment of development conceptions of particular self-government region;
• provide materials, data, analyses and reports for state administration bodies and municipalities.
Concerning the further development, the Slovak Government in accordance with its own program statement took several important steps in 2003. Already in February 2003 the Government adopted Proposal for Further Progress of Decentralization of Public Administration (Kling and Pilát, 2003:199) . Based on this document, the Government decided to carry out a large reduction of state administration.
As for regional autonomy, selfgovernment regions we-re supposed to become the leading actors of development at regional level (Klimovský, 2006) . Unfortunately, due to the cumbersome organization of rele-vant organizational units, lack of experience and inability to quickly develop and implement quality strategic documents related to their own development, they forfeited themselves from the opportunity to take the described position at that time. Part of the blame falls in this case also on the Ministry of Construction and Regional Development of the Slovak Republic, which prepared and published methodological guides for the development of programs of economic and social development of municipalities and self-governing regions as late as 2004 (Kling, 2004:580) . However, regional selfgovernment councils adopted their own programs of economic and social development in most cases in 2002 (Banská Bystrica Self-government region -BB and Košice Selfgovernment Region -KE) or 2003 (Prešov Self-government Region -PO, Trenčín Self-Government Region -TN and Žilina Self-government Region -ZI). Councils of Trnava Selfgovernment Region -TT and Nitra Self-government Region -NI had prepared drafts of these programs in 2003. At the same time, the Bratislava Self-government Region -BA council adopted its own development strategy.
Very important reform measure in this period was the implementation of fiscal decentralization. Fiscal decentralization was not, however, implemented at the same time as the devolution and delegation of powers that had taken place during the term of office of the previous Government. And this state caused several problems. In particular, the self-government regions and their bodies were in a difficult situation and to a very large extent were dependent on the state budget (Palúš, 2004) . For instance the selfgovernment regions had only about six per cent of their total expenditures covered by own revenues in 2003 (Pilát and Valentovič, 2004:276) .
A few important documents were adopted in this period, for instance the National Strategic Reference Framework 2007-2013, the Integrated Plan of Regional and Social Development of Slovakia, the National Regional Development Plan of the Slovak Republic and the National Development Plan of Slovak Republic. These documents were supposed to contribute to long-term economic and social development of the Slovak regions (Gáková and Sirák, 2006:470) .
Selected context of regional policy after the year 2006
The Government 2006-2010 did not continue in important reforms as the previous Government, but nevertheless, in relation to the institutional framework of regional policy of Slovakia it prepared several important laws, such as Law on Investment Aid and Law on Support of Regional Development. From the view of conceptual actions of the Government, a document entitled Innovation Strategy of the Slovak Republic for the years 2007 to 2013 was approved. It states, that Slovakia is in terms of its innovativeness an underdeveloped economy (Table 1) , and therefore it is important to develop a national innovation system, which would include regional innovation struc-tures. The regional innovation structures (incubators, innovation centers, schemes, counseling centers and other elements) should form the basic structure aimed at sustainable knowledge based development of Slovakia.
The Government was also able to approve particular operational programs and their planned drawing was as shown in the Table 2 .
Even despite the fact that Slovakia lacks an official cluster policy, the 2007-2010 period can be considered as a boom of clusters in Slovakia. The first cluster was officially established in 2004, but 13 other cluster initiatives were launched in the above mentioned period. According to the Innovation Strategy of Slovak Republic for the years 2007-2013 clusters are considered to be a tool that aims at sustainable development, increasing competitiveness and innovation potential of the involved entities. Some of the currently existing clusters joined in the Cluster Union of Slovakia in 2010. This organization should represent the interests of clusters and should also serve as an intermediary in the exchange of experience and knowledge.
Development after 2010 was affected by political tensions and the effects of global financial crisis. Neither the Government that was in the office from 2010-2012 nor the present Government came (so far) with any major change in the field regional policy. 
Regional disparities in Slovakia and their reasons
As mentioned earlier, the Slovak regions represented by their own selfgoverning units were constructed in a way that highlighted the existing differences and socio-economic disparities (Buček, 2002) . Although Slovakia is in the context of the EU a relatively small country, it shows high inter-regional differences ( Table  3) . This is related to the fact that the territory of Slovakia was until 1993 (except for a short period during World War II) a part of a larger state entity. As a result, this area was never regarded as an integral unit and the regional structure has not been developed in terms of its priority interests (Kling, 2002a:116-117) . In the Slovak regions, particularly in the period after World War II, only industrial activities with a very low rate of completion and low added value were introduced. Complex geomorphological conditions (Lukniš, 1985) also contributed to the fact that socialist industrialization with the aim of rapid job creation in regions has created single-sector and singlestructure regions fully dependent on production of implanted enterprises (regions often depended on a single major industrial company with low adaptive potential). Thus, after the collapse of the bearing industrial companies after the year 1989 these regions encountered serious economic and social problems (Kling, 2002b:175) , which, in various permutations, persist to the presence (Halás, 2008) . The key indicator for measuring regional disparities is regional gross domestic product (Table 3 and Table  4 ). While according to the indicator of regional gross domestic product Obviously, taken into account the states of individual regions, we can clearly identify an existence of intraregional disparities, which have also its dynamics (Rajčáková and Švecová, 2010) . Economic transformation and the independence of Slovakia brought in the last 30-year run a high development dynamics in the Bratislava region and the Považie region (North-Western part of the Slovak territory), and on the other hand, highlighted the economic stagnation in the southeastern and North-Eastern parts of the territory of Slovakia (Baláž, 2004; Bezák, 1990; Buchta, 2003; Falťan and Pašiak, 2004; Gajdoš and Pašiak, 2006; Gajdoš and Pašiak, 2008; Gajdoš, Moravanská and Falťan, 2009; Hauliková and Benč, 2001; Kling, 2003; Korec, , 2005 Krivý, 1997; Matlovič, Klamár and Matlovičová, 2008; Matlovičová, 2005, 2008; Želinský, 2010a , 2010b .
Slovak regions according to the

Regional Innovation Scoreboard (2012)
In the evaluation of regional innovation policy and its perfor-mance we can reach for many existing sources. One of the most respected is the Regional Innovation Scoreboard, which, however, monitors innovation policy, its assumptions and performance on the NUTS II level.
The Slovak regions (in this case we refer to regions at NUTS II regions, namely Bratislava, Western Slovakia, Central Slovakia and Eastern Slovakia) are except of the Bratislava region among the least developed EU regions. This not only confirms the importance of paying attention to regional disparities, but also to regional innovation policy, which could lead to their gradual reduction and also to increasing of competitiveness of the whole country.
Bratislava region belongs from this perspective among the significantly more developed regions, as it benefits not only from the fact that it is the administrative and political, economic and socio-cultural center of the country, but also from the fact that it has a relatively good position, which creates a kind of imaginary synergetic effect. The region of Central Slovakia shows better results in the facilitation elements. In all other monitored indicators dominates the Bratislava region.
As the aim of this study is to map the conditions and performance of innovation policy in the Slovak regions at the NUTS III level, the attention of the following section will be devoted precisely to the mentioned mapping and its results.
Method
Before we proceed to the results of the mapping of assumptions and performance of innovation policy in the Slovak regions, it is necessary to pay attention to the used method.
Determination of comparative indicators and their groups
In search of an appropriate structure of comparison groups of indicators it was important to become familiar with the existing studies that are devoted to this issue, yet it was also important to take into account that many necessary data are either not available at all or are only available for significantly earlier period.
As for the studies that served as an inspiration and guidance material for the selection of the appropriate indicators, the most important were: Hollanders, Loschky and Tarantola, (2009), Hollanders, Rivera Léon and Roman, (2012) , and the Monitoring the Competitiveness of Regions in the Slovak Republic, which was elaborated by Morvay and Marušinec (2009) . Alongside these materials were, of course, also other sources used, such as the Šebová and Džupka Four groups of indicators were identified. The first of the identified groups consists of indicators of major macro-economic characteristics ( Table  6 ). In essence, the group reflects the use of preconditions for the development of innovative policies of the particular region in respect of wider socioeconomic development. The variables are defined as the ratio of regional indicator to the Slovak average.
The second of the identified groups of indicators includes indicators on education, science and research ( Table  7) . They were chosen to reflect the conditions for the development of innovative policies in respect of wider socio-economic development, and the preconditions that affect the creation of knowledge, which is the driving force of any innovation policy.
The third group of the identified indicators is comprised of indicators related to business and support environment (Table 8) . It expresses the evaluation of the preconditions for the development of innovative policy of particular region and indicators of innovation performance.
Data for indicators involved in these three groups were obtained mainly through the database of the Statistical Office of the Slovak Republic (especially the RegDat database) and the Central Office of Labor, Social Affairs and Family of the Slovak Republic.
The fourth group of indicators is related to the elaboration of innovation policies from the view of actors' integration and tools utilization intensity (Table 9 ). This is a set of preconditions characterizing the The proportion of households with a computer connected to the internet in the region to the share of households with a computer connected to the internet in Slovakia Capturing the possibility of the Internet connection utilization
Transport infrastructure
The share of kilometers of highways and I. class roads in the regions to the share of kilometers of highways and I. class roads in Slovakia Capturing the state of the existing road network, which significantly affects the mobility of labor The proportion of high school graduates entering university education to the national average high school graduates entering university education Capturing the attractiveness of higher education from the view of high school students First and second stage university education Number of university students accounted for 1,000 people in the region to the number of university students accounted for 1,000 people in Slovakia The data for these indicators were obtained through the structured interview method. Members of the research team conducted interviews with representatives of departments or other organizational units at the self-governing regions, which are responsible for strategic planning and analysis of prognostic character. Values are on a scale from one to five based on expert estimates according to data collected through the interviews.
Indicators are in general expressed to assign a more favorable position to regions showing higher values for the monitored indicators, where the position is viewed in terms of preconditions or performance of innovation policy of particular regions. The share of the volume of regional government spending on transportation to the regional average expenditure on transport in Slovakia Capturing the rate of activity of support institutions in the field of transport Regional selfgovernment expenditure volume in education
The share of the volume of regional government spending on education to the regional average expenditure on education in Slovakia Capturing the rate of activity of support institutions in the field of education
Tertiary sector
The share of businesses operating in the tertiary sector in the region to share of business entities operating in the tertiary sector in Slovakia Capturing the scale of tertiary sector
Quaternary sector
The share of businesses operating in quaternary sector in the region to share of business entities operating in the quaternary sector in Slovakia Capturing the scale of quaternary sector
Micro-enterprise sector
The share of businesses employing up to 19 people (excluding self-employed) in the region to the average share of businesses employing up to 19 people in Slovakia Capturing the scale of microenterprise sector SME sector
The share of employees in SME (20 to 249 employees) in the region to the average share of employees in SME in Slovakia Capturing the scale of SME sector
Labor costs
The average total labor costs per employee in the region to the average total labor costs per employee in Slovakia Capturing one of the dimensions of regional attractiveness from the view of potential investors Employee qualitylabor productivity Regional GDP/number of employees to national GDP/number of employees in Slovakia Capturing one of the dimensions of regional attractiveness from the view of potential investors
Foreign support
Foreign direct investment into the region to the average volume of foreign direct investments in regions Slovakia Capturing regional attractiveness from the view of existing foreign investors
Comparison of assumptions and performance of regional innovation policies in the Slovak regions
In this part of the study we present the empirical findings. Concerning the macro-characteristics (Table 10) , the following can be stated. BA dominates in the majority of monitored indicators and shows either the highest or nearly the highest values, e.g. in case of indicators such as the GDP per capita, state of education level etc. The worst results in the monitored indicators are presented by the self-government regions, which are located in the Eastern part of Slovakia, namely PO, KE and BB. While ZI shows high values for the transport infrastructure indicator, the TT shows higher values for indicators of the employment and GDP per capita.
As for the indicators education, research and development (Table  11) , the following can be stated. BA dominates in this group even more Table 9 . Indicators of the group "Innovation policy creation from the view of actors integration and tools utilization intensity"
Indicator name
Expression ( Capturing the variety and intensity of tools utilization by regional self-government in the legislative field Information tools Qualitative scale from 1 to 5
(1 = very low; 5 = very high)
Capturing the variety and intensity of tools utilization by regional self-government in the field of informing Organizational and administrative tools Qualitative scale from 1 to 5 (1 = very low; 5 = very high)
Capturing the variety and intensity of tools utilization by regional self-government in the organizational and administrative fields significantly, than in the previous group and its indicators and shows the highest values of indicators especially in the case of quality of university graduates, expenditures on R&D, the ability to obtain EU funds and scientific research capacity. TN shows the highest values in the case of expenditures on R&D indicator, and KE, along with ZI, excel especially in the indicator of an ability to obtain EU funds. Very poor performance in the fields of education, science and research is significant for the PO, but also for BA, NI and TT (while in PO only one university is located, in BA, NI and TT there are more universities located).
The indicators related to business and support environment (Table 12) show that BA excels only in foreign support, which expresses the volume of foreign direct investments. However, it shows also higher values in case of labor costs and labor productivity. TN and KE show the highest values in the case of transport expenditures indicator.
From perspective of the indicators that characterize innovation policy creation from the view of actors' involvement and tools utilization intensity, one can mention that the BA does not excel in comparison to other regions -on the contrary, in terms of monitored indicators it only shows average or even below average results. The most active from the view of regional self-governments behavior First and second stage university education C.
Quality of university graduates D.
Research and development expenditures E.
Ability to obtain EU funds F.
Research and development capacity G.
Quality of university institutions H. Quality of university research and development 
Legend:
A.
Regional self-government economics B.
Regional self-government expenditure volume in transportation C.
Regional self-government expenditure volume in education D.
Tertiary sector E.
Quaternary sector F.
Micro-enterprise sector G. SME Sector H.
Labor costs I.
Employee quality -labor productivity J.
Foreign support are TT, KE and ZI. TT and KE show almost identical values for the monitored indicators.
Conclusion
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Legend:
A. Initiation phase B.
Formulation phase C.
Selection phase D.
Implementation phase E.
Evaluation phase F.
Forecasting and planning tools G.
Economic tools H.
Legislative tools I.
Information tools J.
Organizational and administrative tools the BA in comparison to other regions in the evaluation of innovation policy in absolute terms clearly dominates, in the case of business and support environment this dominance is not so noticeable. Therefore, in this context we can also consider the thesis, that the support environment cannot adequately influence the quality and development of innovation policies in the Slovak regions. The behavior of the regional self-government does not necessarily have to lead to a significant influence on innovation policy in particular regions of Slovakia. If we look for example at the values of the BA one can see that the integration of other actors in the development of innovation policies is more sporadic and lags far behind the previously mentioned the TT or KE. Despite that, the BA is clearly and undisputedly the leader in the field of innovation policy in the Slovak regions. These facts confirm the thesis previously formulated by Hudec and Klimovský (2011) that the support environment cannot adequately influence the quality and development of innovation policy because, concerning Slovakia, it is quite clear that there is a lack of regional research and development capacities, undeveloped culture of innovation, and a lack of regional accountability and willingness to be engaged at the side of potential innovation policy actors in the regions of Slovakia. The last but not least problem is linked with a fact that formal involvement prevails often over a real cooperation.
